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Online education is continually growing and becoming more widely accepted as
an instructional delivery option. Student success, student retention, and course quality
continue to be issues in distance education. In order to adequately address the issues of
student retention, student success, and course quality, evaluation standards must exist.
This study was designed to review evaluation standards for online-course quality
in the community college and to explore the results of the usage of the evaluation
standards as they related to student retention and success at a local community college.
The purpose of this study was to (a) review evaluation standards capable of rating
instructional quality of an online course, (b) validate the evaluation standards to be
included in the evaluation instrument, and (c) determine if relationships exist between
faculty evaluation scores and student success and retention in online courses.
The evaluation instrument used in this study was a researcher-developed
instrument that was validated from previous literature and a panel of experts in the field
of distance learning. The instrument was used to measure the quality of the online

classroom from the fall 2014 online courses at a local community college. A pilot test of
12 courses used the test–retest method to determine the reliability of the instrument. The
remaining online courses were then evaluated using the Online Faculty Course
Evaluation Instrument. Division Chairs and the Dean of Instruction acted as the
supervisors of the faculty teaching online. There are 5 Division Chairs and 1 Dean of
Instruction. These supervisors completed the evaluation instrument. Positive weak
relationships were found and included: (a) correlation between course student-retention
and the Assessment and Feedback Item #1, “course assessments are distributed equally
and appropriately throughout the semester, (b) correlation between course studentsuccess rates and the overall Course Information scores, (c) correlation between course
student-success rates and Assessment and Feedback Items #1, “course assessments are
distributed equally and appropriately throughout the semester, and (d) correlation
between course student-success rates and Assessment and Feedback Items #6,
“assessments align with the course objectives.”
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INTRODUCTION

During the recession of 2007, student enrollment in community colleges increased
significantly, particularly with online classes (Mullins, 2012). As a result, community
colleges were able to expand their online programs, which fit well with the mission of a
community college and the individuals in the workforce who needed or desired to
enhance their job skills (Kolowich, 2009).
According to Allen and Seaman (2013), online education is more widely accepted
today as an instructional delivery option in education than has been reported in past
annual studies with educational administration. However, schools still struggle with the
lingering issues of student retention, student success, and course quality especially with
respect to online courses (Angelino, Williams, & Natvig, 2007; Mullins, 2012). To
adequately address the issues of student retention, students success, and course quality,
evaluation standards must exist.
With respect to the first issue, student retention, Allen and Seaman (2013)
indicate one of the major barriers for acceptance to expand online education is the
evidence of lower retention rates. Various studies attempt to pinpoint reasons for studentretention issues in online courses. For example, studies correlating student characteristics,
such as test scores, grade point averages, and other identifiers, are often connected to
student retention with varied results (Boston, Ice, & Gibson, 2011; Fike & Fike, 2008;
1

Jaggars & Xu, 2010). Other research focuses on the connections in student retention to
the course content and design (Buck, 2001; Dietz-Uhler, Fisher, & Han, 2008; Herbert,
2006; Selim, 2007; Shanley, 2011) since the factor of course quality and design plays an
important role in the acceptance of online education with faculty and administration
(Allen & Seaman, 2013).
The quality of instructional design and delivery is the key connection between the
success of student learning and college completion (Center for the Community College
Student, 2010). Previous studies on students’ success in online education mainly focus on
student characteristics (e.g., age, test scores, academic grade point averages) as key
elements for why students succeed online (Dewar & Whittington, 2000; Downing &
Chim, 2004; Federico, 2000; MacGregor, 2002; Mattes, Nanney, & Coussons-Read,
2003; Neuhauser, 2002; Stokes, 2001; Volery & Lord, 2000; Waschull, 2005). However,
not everyone agrees that student characteristics are the central reason for student success
in online education. Instead, many studies (Bangert, 2004; Hathcock, 2012; McGorry
2003; Song, Singleton, Hill, & Koh, 2004; Swan, Shea, Fredericksen, Pickett, & Pelz,
2000) indicate that course design is one key influence for student success within the
online environment, and therefore, it is the responsibility of the institution to monitor and
maintain the quality of instruction in all course formats (Shattuck, 2014).
Instructors often focus on technology issues when designing online courses, but
the focus should remain on instructional strategies that engage students to help them
reach the intended outcomes (Carr, 2000; Levy, 2003; Lorenzetti, 2013). In the online
classroom, the perception of the quality of online instruction compared to classroom
instruction creates another perceived barrier for online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2013;
2

Maki & Maki, 2002; Parry, 2009; Young & Norgard, 2006). Twigg (2001) stated, “Many
people believe that distance learning is so different from classroom-based education that
new and separate standards of quality are needed” (p. 3). Others have come to believe
that standards designed for the traditional classroom could be implemented in the online
classroom (Fabry, 2009). It is clear that quality course design is an issue that needs to be
addressed through standards set at the institution level. According to Puzziferro and
Shelton (2008), a vision of quality must exist, and it should be communicated to those
responsible for developing online courses. Many institutions, including community
colleges, have moved to adopt standards for designing and evaluating online courses
based on published work or research from other institutions and organizations
(Holsombach-Ebner, 2013).
An Overview of a Local Community College Online Course Program
A rural, southeastern community college has been offering online courses since
the fall of 2000. This local community college expanded online enrollment by 56% from
2007-2009 (Mississippi Virtual Community College, 2014a). According to the local
community college institutional reports, continuous improvement in online retention and
success has been a goal for the college and the college has reported that retention and
success rates are consistently lower in the online classroom as compared to the traditional
classroom. The community college is required to annually evaluate their online courses in
accordance to the policies set by the local consortium (Mississippi Virtual Community
College, 2014b). Although growth was expanded through the years of 2009–2013, quality
evaluation standards were not established for online learning for the local community
college. The current evaluation process at the local community college for full-time
3

faculty of face-to-face and online courses involves two evaluation instruments. The
traditional classroom completes a faculty-evaluation form and a classroom-observation
form. The online classroom has an additional form that does not meet the local
consortium requirements. According to the dean of instruction at the local college, the
current evaluation standards are dated and need revision, and the online instrument
should be created as a parallel evaluation tool (R. Jones, personal communication,
November 1, 2013). It is clear, a need exists to redefine the evaluation standards for the
online classroom.
Statement of the Problem
Retaining students that succeed in their academic efforts has been a long-standing
issue for the community college (Wild & Ebbers, 2002). Designing online courses that
contribute to the success and retention for students can be a manageable factor at an
institutional level. Because there is no nationally recognized set of standards to evaluate
and define quality for online-course design, the local community college wished to revise
what the college defined as evaluation standards for online quality at an institutional
level. Historically, online classes at the local community college reflected lower retention
and success rates when compared to traditional courses. It is believed that quality
evaluation standards for online courses provide strategies for improving the effectiveness
of the elements and instructional materials found within an online course. The standards
create guides for practices that improve the design and delivery of online courses.
Therefore, a new instrument is needed to define evaluation standards for online courses,
and research is needed to determine the effectiveness of the evaluation standards.
4

The problem addressed by this study is the lack of research to determine what
quality standards are needed for evaluating the online-course design and whether the
evaluation results can be linked to student retention and student success in online courses.
Many research studies have focused on learner attributes that contribute to successful
completion of online coursework, but few looked at the controllable factors of quality
evaluation standards at an institutional level to improve retention and success rates. Nor
have studies explored what is most important for the online classroom—retaining
successful students, especially for public 2-year colleges. Quality evaluation standards
have been greatly encouraged through public and institutional stakeholders seeking
accountability in higher education.
Purpose of the Study
This study was designed to review evaluation standards for online-course quality
in the community college and to explore the results of the usage of the evaluation
standards as they related to student retention and success at a local community college.
The purpose of this study was to (a) review evaluation standards capable of rating
instructional quality of an online course, (b) validate the evaluation standards to be
included in the evaluation instrument, and (c) determine if relationships exist between
faculty evaluation scores and student success and retention in online courses.
Research Questions
The following research questions were developed to guide this study:
1. Is there a relationship between the online-course evaluation scores and
student course student-retention results?
5

2. Is there a relationship between the online-course evaluation scores and
student success rates within a course?
Limitations of the Study
This study was based on evaluation results of online courses and included certain
limitations:
1. The results of this study were limited by the reliability and validity of the
evaluation instrument.
2. The results and generalizations were limited to the local community
college online courses.
3. The results were limited to the time that the study was conducted.
4. The local community college is part of a state consortium; retention and
success data do not include courses offered through other colleges within
the consortium.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was delimited to online courses from one semester at one rural
southeastern community college. Only supervisors at the community college interacted
with faculty to discuss the evaluation and completed the evaluation for each online
course. Evaluation results were delimited to the fall 2014 online courses at the local
community college.
Significance of the Study
The growth of online education has been significant in the last 10 years. Due to
the growth of online education enrollments, online learning is no more a passing fad.
6

Because of the rapid growth of online education, a need exists to maintain and deliver the
quality of distance education. Also, because of the increased requests for public
accountability, institutions are in need of approaches for continuous progress to establish
quality within online programs (Shelton, 2010). Creating standards for measuring and
evaluating quality in the online classroom will provide new measures for future course
development and revisions to establish ongoing accountability to quality improvements.
Definition of Key Terms
Course Discipline: Subject-area divisions set by the college.
Dean of Instruction: Supervisor of instructional areas at the local community
college.
Division Chair: Supervisor for the faculty in the specified teaching areas assigned
to the division; reports to the dean of instruction.
Evaluation: A process for determining performance values set by the supervisor
at a college.
Local Community College: The college providing data for the research study.
Local Consortium: Contains all community colleges within the state of the local
community college; facilitates the community colleges working together to share
resources for distance-learning opportunities.
Local State Board: The state agency serving as a central organization providing
support, leadership, and sponsorship to the local consortium of community colleges.
Online Course: A course offered utilizing the Internet to deliver content and
course activities.
7

Quality Evaluation Standards for Online Courses: Expectations of online course
design and implementation that serve to guide faculty to improve their courses.
Retention: The percentage of students that attempt to complete a course and
remain enrolled until the completed semester.
Success: Achieving a D or higher as a final grade in a course.
Traditional Classroom: Instruction provided within a physical classroom with
students and instructor physically present at the same time and location.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter II is a review of literature on background for distance education and the
local community college, retention and success studies related to distance education, and
quality evaluation standards for online-course design. This chapter is divided into the
following sections: (a) distance-learning background, (b) distance-learning background in
a rural southeastern region, (c) student retention, (d) student success, (e) theories of
learning and designing online courses, (f) standards for evaluating quality in onlinecourse design, and (g) current evaluation methods at the local community college.
Distance Learning Background
Distance learning has delivered to education an alternative to the traditional
classroom. It fits well into the community college mission. It allows students the
flexibility to work and go to school close to home (Beqiri & Chase, 2010). According to
de la Varre Keane and Irvin (2011), online courses have the potential to deliver an
individualized, learner-centered experience that will prepare them for the 21st-Century
workforce. Online learning opens doors to student populations for which it may not have
been feasible to attend college. Rural areas benefit from these offerings, as they bring the
classroom to areas where students may not be able to travel to attend a traditional
classroom (Hannum, Irvin, Banks, & Farmer, 2009). As the online classroom brings a
9

change for education for all, the factors of successful completion and a quality experience
continue to be on the forefront of student needs.
Background for Distance Learning in a Rural Southeastern Region
The American community college system began in the 20th Century with a
mission to provide adults education in a close-to-home facility. A need existed for trained
workers, and because of this need, the beginnings of community colleges rose across the
country. From the beginning, the community college system was defined as offering two
years of instruction for college-level education (Cohen, 2003).
The local region’s participation in the growth of 2-year schools was unplanned
and unexpected. Because of the extensive rural areas, children often did not have
opportunities for education. In order to expand education opportunities, the legislature
passed laws in 1908 that established agricultural high schools. By the 1920’s, many
issues arose with the agricultural high schools, so schools established college classes for
the eligible agricultural high school students. Two local counties led the establishment of
junior colleges in the rural southeastern state. As the state grew with established junior
colleges, a state commission was formed to serve the state and the growth of 2-year
institutions. In 1929, the state was divided into 13 junior college districts. The
establishment of the state commission, the provision of funding to the 2-year institutions,
and the division of districted colleges created the first state system for 2-year institutions
in the United States (Young & Ewing, 1978) The southeastern state’s community
colleges host a headcount enrollment of over 80,000 (Mississippi Community College
Board, 2013). The local community college was founded in 1948. It is one of fifteen
community colleges in its state and was founded as one of the last three systems
10

established for the state. The local community college offers educational opportunities to
over 3,000 students each semester.
The community college system transformed with the trends and needs of growing
America. Between 1997-1999, the local community college board began its research and
planning that related to the Internet and advanced technologies that were available at the
time. In January 2000, the local consortium was established with the first online course
offerings within the state community college system. There was an initial duplicated
enrollment of 1,382 (Mississippi Virtual Community College, 2012). The new system
created a consortium of the 15 community colleges in the state, and each college housed
an eLearning department dedicated to provide services for fully online courses.
According to the local community college’s senior research associate, the local
community college in this study began participating in eLearning offerings in the fall of
2000 (A. Mason, personal communication, November, 13, 2013). This local community
college has experienced a growth rate of 232% nonduplicated enrollments for online
courses over the past 10 years (Mississippi Virtual Community College, 2014a). A
representation of the enrollment patterns for the local community college and the
consortium is outlined in Table 1.

11

Nonduplicated Student Enrollment for Local Consortium and Local Community College
SPRING

Local

14

1,367

Consortium

FALL

Local

1

1,291

12
1

1,479

11
1

1,366

10
1

09

1,300

1

1,099

08
1

908

07
9

831

06
8

672

05
6

448

04
4

355

3

2
2
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
29,664 28,968 30,407 30,116 28,774 23,785 19,444 17,081 14,711 12,733 10,434

14

1,426

Consortium

13

F

1

13

1,178

1

1

12

1,245

F

1

11

1,260

F

1

F

10

1,115

1

09

1,097

F

1

08

902

F

9

07

614

F

6

06

592

F

5

05

477

F

4

04

267

F

2

3
3
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
31,052 30,689 28,576 29,932 28,427 25,246 20,711 16,763 14,842 12,964 11,042

Following the recession of 2007 the local consortium experienced its largest
growth for enrollment from Spring 2011 to Spring 2012. Following those peaks of
growth, a decline in enrollment began to appear. Recently, enrollment is seeing new
peaks of growth. The local community college experienced a little over 42% increase in
enrollments over the past 5 years.
Student Retention
As online education continues to grow across the United States, the concern of
student retention continues to escalate. Course completion serves as an important
measure of the quality of the online program at a community college. For the student
12

course withdrawals and incompletion of courses, hinders the students progress towards a
degree (Hachey, Conway, & Wladis, 2013). Retention has been a continued issue and has
been well documented through the years. Experts in the distance learning field claim that
online students have a higher withdrawal rate and more trouble completing assignments
and meeting deadlines as compared to students in the face-to-face classroom (Wilson &
Allen, 2011).
Student Retention at a Local Community College
The reports from the 2007–2012 Institutional Effectiveness Plans at the
community college show a record of continued efforts to provide a quality experience for
online courses. This planning document includes data concerning retention strategies and
aids for improving success rates for online courses. Table 2 provides data for retention in
the online and traditional classrooms at the local community college.

eLearning Retention Rates Versus Traditional Retention Rates
SPRING

14

S
13

S
12

S
11

S
10

S
09

S
08

S
07

S
06

S
05

S
04

S

eLearning
Retention Rates

8
8
7
7
7
7
8
8
7
7
6
82.4 % 80.2% 79.3% 77.8% 75.5% 77.4% 85.5% 83.0% 75.7% 74.9% 69.6%

Traditional
Retention Rates

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
7
7
8
88.2% 86.6% 85.9% 84.7% 84.9% 87.8% 86.9% 87.2% 79.2% 77.7% 80.0%

FALL

14

1
13

F
12

F
11

F
10

F
09

F
08

F
07

F
06

F
05

F
04

F

eLearning
Retention Rates

8
8
7
8
7
8
8
8
8
7
82.3% 82.6% 79.2% 80.6% 75.8% 74.9% 80.6% 86.6% 83.5% 81.2% 75.5%

Traditional
Retention Rates

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
7
7
86.6% 86.9% 85.0% 85.1% 86.1% 85.5% 86.9% 87.7% 86.4% 77.9% 77.6%
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In the fall of 2013, the eLearning retention reported a 4.3% difference as
compared to the traditional classroom. In 2010, eLearning reported 10.3% lower retention
rates than the traditional classroom. Because of the disparity of retention rates of
traditional courses versus online courses, a need exists to explore what strategies the
college can take to improve the gap in retention.
Retention and Distance Learning
According to Dietz-Uler, et al. (2008), retention in online courses is not a new
topic, and literature is available on advice and information for improving online retention.
Online courses are often perceived as a lower standard to the traditional classroom
(Angiello, 2010). One reason this perception exists is the lower retention results of the
online classroom in comparison to the traditional classroom (Allen & Seaman, 2013). A
variety of research points to varied reasons for why students drop out of online courses.
This variability creates challenges for planning how to tackle retention issues. Fetzner
(2013) categorized three main foci for improving student retention from the research
presentation Retention Challenges and Solutions training for The Sloan Consortium. The
three focus areas include course design, instructors, and student support (Fetzner, 2013).
Research exists that suggests course design influences student retention (Buck, 2001;
Dietz-Uhler et al., 2008; Fisher, 2005; Herbert, 2006; Selim, 2007; Shanley, 2011).
Although research exists on the influences of course design and retention, little research
has focused on the evaluation measurements of faculty and course design and course
student-retention results.
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Retention Studies Related to Course Design
Research related to course design and retention can be found in current literature.
Aragon and Johnson (2008) completed a research study that included questionnaires to
students for noncompletion of online courses. In this study, personal constraints and
issues accounted for the highest percentage of students not completing an online course.
The second highest reason for not completing an online course during the study was
designated as course design and communication. This study indicated that nonresponsive
instructors and poor quality of instructional delivery accounted for 28% of the
participants reasoning for dropping out of an online course. According to Aslanian and
Clinefelter (2012), a fully online student is part of the community through the online
classroom. Because of this, they are much more aware of the quality of instruction,
timely feedback, and responsiveness to their needs. Infande (2013) stated that retention is
everyone’s job. In the article, there were 12 strategies focusing on improving retention.
The majority of these strategies focused on the community needs of the learner and the
instructor’s interaction with the students. Gaide (2004) wrote about Monroe County
Community College (MCC) in Rochester, NY, and the research and efforts MCC made to
improve retention. Gaide’s advice was to assure that students were presented with clear
guidelines throughout the course. Enabling students to be aware of the expectations of the
course at every avenue was a first step to improving the course experience (Hanover
Research Council, 2009). O’Brien and Renner (2002) stated a good online course design
encourages students to return to the course. The tone, feedback from the instructor,
collaborative learning environment, high-level teaching strategies, and the instructor’s

15

approach to students’ needs and concern were all considered part of the design of the
course that could encourage a student to continue in the course.
Retention Models
Research shows the importance of course design for retention, but much research
exists that has produced theories and retention models for education. Three theories
provide a framework for retention models for the online classroom. The first theory is
Tinto’s model. Tinto developed a theory for student departure from college. Tinto (1993)
pointed out four conditions involved with enhanced student retention: expectations,
support, assessment and feedback, and involvement. Tinto (1993) stated that retention
can be shaped through clear expectations. Providing clear and understandable
expectations is also considered a best practice in designing an online classroom (Vasser,
2010). Providing students with a clear road map is an institutional effort that can clearly
impact student retention and success. Academic, social, and financial support are all
pieces that Tinto described as essential components for the support condition. In the
online classroom, the academic and social support avenues can be emphasized. The
instruction in the classroom can simultaneously align with the necessary academic
student support needs. Supplemental instruction through varied online resources and tools
can enhance the online classroom and the academic support needs for students. Instructor
interaction and course activities that encourage the concepts of community and student
interaction in the online classroom can also lead to the necessary components of social
support needs to improve retention (Jaggars, Edgecombe, & Stacey, 2013). These
concepts can allow students access to informal knowledge from their peers. According to
Tinto (1993), an environment that promotes assessment and feedback on student
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performance is another important condition to promote student retention and success.
Feedback can serve as a means to the student and instructor to continually improve the
learning process. Feedback is a necessary component in the online classroom. Tinto’s last
condition outlined is involvement. Involvement is more commonly referred to as
engagement. The more students can become engaged with their instructor, other students,
and the institution, the more a sense of belonging can occur and impact the likelihood of
retention and student success.
A second theoretical model for retention came from Bean and Metzner (1985).
This model focused on the nontraditional student, who was defined as over the age of 24.
This model described the student as being less influenced by social integration than in
Tinto’s model. The student in this model is influenced more by the faculty support and
outside support and situations. Finance as well as family and friend support played a
larger part of influence on retention for this model. Students in this model are focused on
advancement in jobs or improving professional skills. Academic success factors play a
larger part of retaining the students within Bean and Metzner’s model (Bean & Metzner,
1985).
Rovai provided the third model. Rovai (2003) described the ideal online learning
environment as interactive. The model placed the student as the central component and
provided adequate resources for the learner to take charge of his or her learning. Rovai
(2003) outlined four important elements to consider when designing a fully online course.
The four instructional standards included: (1) presentation of content, (2) instructor-tostudent and student-to-student interactions, (3) individual and group activities, and (4)
assessment of student performance. In this study, he presented the importance of
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designing online courses to be student centered. The traditional methods of building
lectures followed by assessing students are deemed as more appropriate for the traditional
classroom. The online classroom as presented from the constructivist viewpoint provides
a classroom with discussion and student-centered activities (Carwile, 2007).
Student Success
In 2011-2012, 10.5 million students were enrolled in public, 2-year colleges
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). In the fall 2008, only 39.1% earned a
credential from a 2- or 4-year institution within 6 years (National Student
Clearninghouse, 2014). This is a critical issue within the United States. Online learning
allows students to take the course and access the materials when it is convenient to the
student. There is no exact formula to guarantee all students can be successful in an online
classroom, but it is necessary for instructors teaching an online course to determine best
practices and to utilize evaluation standards to provide students with a better leaning
environment (Roper, 2007).
Student Success at the Local Community College
Student success and learning measurements are often determined by course grade.
At the local community college, a student receiving a grade of D or higher for a course is
measured as successful. The ability for students to have the same success in online
environments as they do in traditional classrooms is often questioned. A research study
from the Sloan Online Survey (Allen & Seaman, 2013) shows that it has become more
widely accepted that learning outcomes in online education are the same or superior to
the face-to-face classroom. Only 23.0% of academic leaders surveyed through the Sloan
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Consortium felt that online education was inferior to the face-to-face classroom (Allen &
Seaman, 2013). According to the local consortium survey from fall 2014, 25.0% of the
faculty who taught online at the local community college still believed the traditional
classroom integrity was better than the online classroom as compared to 38.0% of the
respondents in 2009. The research on student success often compares performance online
to performance in the traditional, face-to-face classroom. Research shows many results
with no significant difference in student learning in the online environment (Salcedo,
2010). On the other hand, The Ranger (2013) posted an article that suggests traditional
courses provide higher success rates than the online classroom. However, other research
shows that online students achieve higher than their on-campus counterparts (Angiello,
2010; United States Department of Education, 2009). Although there are arguments on
both sides of success rates for the online classroom, there should always be the argument
to seek continual improvement through the local institution. The local community college
data show that the face-to-face classroom historically provides higher success rates than
the online classroom (Table 3).
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Success Studies Related to Course Design
Because of the continued growth and evolution of online education in higher
education, more and more research focuses on student success. Zimmerman (2012)
completed a research study that suggested student success in online courses could be
linked to interactions in the course. The more time spent inside the course with the
activities of the course, the likelihood that success occurs. Zimmerman’s study showed
that students who interacted more often with the content of the course were more
successful in their courses. Interactions used in the study included students’ time to
review content in the course through videos, lecture slides, and other materials;
discussion postings; and time on assessments. According to Pigliapoco and Bogliolo
20

(2008), a disconnection to the classroom and a sense of isolation are some of the
obstacles to success in the online classroom. Other studies on the impact of the concepts
of building a community online for the students also provided predictors in the success of
students (Kraut & Resnick, 2012; Laycock, 2012; Puckett, Hansen, & Shea, 2011;
Raspopovic, Jankulovic, Runic & Lucic, 2014). These elements in research all pointed to
elements that are purposively planned and placed in the course as part of the course
design. Studies showing the results of students being active in the learning management
system, confirm the need and importance of the evaluation of effective design and
standards for online courses (Raspopovic et al., 2014).
Theories of Learning and Designing Online Courses
It is suggested that when online courses are designed and facilitated effectively
that students gain the intended knowledge from the course. Educational theories can
provide guidance for online course design. Instructional design principles are resulting
from a variety of theories. Many instructional designers look to multiple learning theories
to construct an online course (Afifi & Alamari, 2014).
The earlier computer systems-based learning were designed utilizing the
behaviorist approach to learning. Behaviorist theory focuses on the observable behavior
that shows where learning is occurring or not. In instructional design the behaviorist
influence includes the observable and measurable outcomes used for assessing students.
This includes the mastery of particular early objectives to move to more complex
learning (Afifi & Alamari, 2014). Behaviorist shares a like goal with cognitivists, and the
goal is to transfer knowledge to the learner in the most efficient and effective manner
(Hillen & Landis, 2014). The cognitivist’s approach to learning is to change the learner
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by encouraging learning strategies. In online learning design this focuses on the
sequential paths designed in courses and designing content to connect to previously
learned material (Afifi & Alamari, 2014).
Constructivists learning theories do not share the beliefs of behaviorists or
cognitivists. The constructivist learning theory approaches individuals and the belief that
they create meaning from experience and not what they are told is true. According to the
constructivists’ viewpoints the online course is designed to engage the learner with
stimulating environments. Social interaction through collaboration is emphasized when
designing online courses based on this theory (Afifi & Alamari, 2014). Journals or selfreflection assignments are examples of the type of assignments that also are included
when designing online courses based on the theories of constructivism (Thota &
Negreiros, 2015). These are basic foundations of learning theories with many others to
consider when designing online courses. A suggested approach is to consider the
objectives and needs of the learners and apply the appropriate theories as it relates to the
specified task (Afifi & Alamari, 2014; Hillen & Landis, 2014).
Course Design Elements Impacting Retention and Success
There are many components that impact the quality of the online course design.
Things such as course materials, navigation, interaction, guidelines, and other
components can play a part in the student experience to impact student retention and
student success. Providing students with the detailed information on how the course is
conducted provides students with the pertinent information to succeed. Having course
information clearly outlined such as how to complete assignments, how to contact the
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instructor, how grades are establishes, course objectives, and other expectations prepares
the students on what is needed to complete the course (Dietz-Uler et al., 2008).
A common criticism from online students is the lack of instructor interaction.
Students often feel a sense of isolation when there is not quality personal contact (DietzUler et al., 2008; McGivney, 2004; Nash, 2005; Pigliapoco & Bogliolo, 2008). Many
studies point to the need of social integration in online course (Astin, 1993; Holmes,
Robinson & Seay, 2010; Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1993; Sutton, 2014). Tinto’s model for
student retention emphasizes the need for social integration. It states the higher level of
academic and social integration the higher level of retention (Tinto, 1993). The need for
interaction can be addressed through personal interactions with the instructor and through
community building techniques. Tools such as discussion boards, group projects, and
peer reviews can be tactics in building a community with the learners (Kraut & Resnick,
2012; Laycock, 2012; Puckett et al., 2011).
Instructional support and student support needs are other areas that should be
addressed in designing an online course. The student needs to be guided in the learning
process through instructional materials provided in the course. The course should also
contain the necessary technical and campus resources that the student needs to address
issues within the course. They will need to know who to contact for these specific areas
to not give up when problems do rise in the different areas (Dietz-Uler et al., 2008;
Laycock, 2012).
The online classroom presents a variety of needs to be considered when designing
the classroom experience. Standards can be provided to give instructors a guide to
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necessary items that will aid in retaining students and helping them become successful in
the online classroom.
Standards for Evaluating Quality in Online-Course Design
Cohen (2003) stated the instructor is a key component in the online classroom.
The instructor is not standing in front of the students lecturing or providing information
concerning their assignments, but the instructor is responsible for creating the learning
environment. The instructor is responsible for creating the community and interaction
that is contained in the online classroom.
Although there are many agencies (e.g., Quality Matters, The Sloan Consortium,
and National Educators Association) that focus on online education and provide
guidelines for developing quality online course design, there is still not a nationally
accepted set of standards or guidelines (Twig, 2001; WICHE Cooperative for Educational
Technologies, 2013). The review of literature for this study on the evaluation guidelines
focused on the following standards of evaluation for online courses: Chickering and
Gamson's (1987) Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education, The Institute
for Higher Education Policy’s Benchmarks for Success, The Sloan Consortium’s Five
Pillars of Quality Online Education, and The Quality Matters Program. Chickering and
Gamson (1987) presented seven principles of good practice for undergraduate education
that serve as a guide for providing a quality experience in the classroom. These principles
are based on research, how teachers teach, how students interact with one another, and
how faculty and students interact. A project was commissioned by the National
Education Association (NEA) and Blackboard, Inc. in 2000 to develop what was essential
in defining quality for distance-education courses. A set of 24 benchmarks was developed
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to define what was essential to ensure quality in distance education (Phipps, Merisotis, &
Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000). These benchmarks were developed from a
case study of six colleges. The project was commissioned by the NEA and Blackboard,
Inc. (Phipps et al., 2000). In 1997, the president of The Sloan Consortium, Frank
Mayadas, presented the minimum needs to represent quality in online programs. It is an
ever-evolving foundation known as Sloan-C's Five Pillars of Quality Online Education
(The Sloan Consortium, 2014). The Quality Matters Program (2014) is a continuous
improvement program to assure the design of quality online courses. It uses a peer-review
process for evaluating courses. It was developed under a federal grant, and later a
nonprofit organization was formed to continue the project. Research standards for the
program are available along with the original rubric and standards. In its current state,
subscription levels are required for access and usage. The following paragraphs will
review a snapshot of literature found from these individuals and organizations.
Evaluation Standards Guided by the Seven Principles for Good Practice in
Education
Chickering and Gamson (1987) developed the seven principles for good practice
in education. According to Tirrel and Quick (2012), the principles defined by Chickering
and Gamson are accepted methods for evaluating online courses. In 2001, Graham,
Cagiltay, Lim, Craner, and Duffy conducted a research study using Chickering and
Gamson’s principles to evaluate online courses at a large Midwestern university. The
evaluators used each principle to produce qualitative research to support the usage of the
principles for evaluating online courses. The first principle from Chickering and
Gamson’s seven principles identified good practice as encouraging student-faculty
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interaction. Teaching in action is a strategy discussed from The Hanover Research
Council (2009) and includes strategies to encourage interaction in the online classroom.
Student discussions and student collaboration are the two strategies emphasized in the
research to encourage interaction. The instructor should model appropriate and correct
forms of interaction to help lead students to stronger interaction connections (Shackelford
& Maxwell, 2012). From the Sloan Consortium’s Five Pillars, interaction is key and a
part of effective learning. Within the Five Pillars, emphasis is placed on the need to
interact with classmates, instructors, and content as a key to presenting effective learning
(The Sloan Consortium, 2014). In an online course, the amount of electronic
communication that may occur through emails, discussions, and other communication
tools can be overwhelming. Graham et al. (2001) outlined the importance of creating
communication guidelines for the online classroom. It is important for the instructor to
define these clear sets of communication and communication requirements to help assure
the students’ needs are met and that the instructor is not overwhelmed. In the NEA
Benchmarks for Success (2000), there was discourse on the type of expectations courses
should include, but it was evident that in any course—brick and mortar or online—clear
expectations must be available. Because of the multiple types of communication, toolsets
for student and instructor interaction, and the need for interaction in the online classroom,
it is essential to have these clear sets of guidelines (Nandi, Hamilton, & Harland, 2012).
The second principle from Chickering and Gamson (1987) was that a good
practice encourages cooperation among students. The online classroom offers
communication tools that encourage cooperation and interaction between students for
classroom discussion, peer reviews, group projects, and other instructional strategies for
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student interaction and cooperation. An additional consideration of the online classroom
that is considered as best practice is to avoid the student sensing isolation. Instructors
should develop the classroom to promote the sense of community (Tirrel & Quick, 2012).
The Sloan Consortium’s Five Pillars emphasize interaction and community building as an
essential component of effective learning for the online classroom. The Five Pillars
suggest that an important element online is to provide learning experiences that have
students think about and respond to the course materials online. These responses could
easily be linked in student-interaction activities. From a report on The Quality Matters
program, Shatuck (2012) stated that there are inconsistencies in research and a lack of
evidence that learner-to-learner interaction is essential in all online courses. Within the
Quality Matters rubric, the student-interaction element is not included as a key element
for evaluation. According to Benchmarks for Success (2000), interaction with the
instructor and other students is an essential characteristic for the online classroom.
However, other research indicated that requiring all online courses to include
collaboration among students was not seen as an essential standard for online course
quality (Phipps et al., 2000).
Principle Three identified a good practice as encouraging active learning. Graham
et al. (2001) described the active learning component as an activity that allows students to
take charge, such as activities that allow interaction and critiques within case studies,
project presentations, and other student-led activities. Quality Matters (2014) outlined
active learning as an evaluation standard when looking at the quality of an online course.
Active learning is defined as an essential component in the rubric for every online course
(Legon, 2006). The Five Pillars include active learning activities as part of the learning
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effectiveness pillar that is presented. As part of the best practice of Access for students to
achieve success, the online classroom should be learner centered (The Sloan Consortium,
2014). Phipps et al. (2000) found outlined in the Benchmarks for Success standards that
require courses to be designed in a way that requires students to engage themselves in
“analysis, synthesis, and evaluation as part of the course and program requirements” (p.
2). Through this concept, students can become active learners in the online classroom.
Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) fourth principle identified good practice as
providing prompt feedback. In an online course, feedback is essential for students.
Providing feedback on grades, assignments and questions and confirmation or
acknowledgment of student questions or emails are crucial parts of feedback for students
in online courses. Best practices in assessment and evaluation include timely feedback
and varied assessment instruments, as well as an emphasis on integrity and the
communication of assessment expectations (Chetwynd & Dobbyn, 2011). As part of the
Benchmarks to Success, feedback is required to be given in what is designated a timely
manner and feedback also includes constructive feedback. In the Five pillars, feedback is
also essential. All feedback from learners should be taken genuinely and used for
constant improvement of the course or program. The Quality Matters program outlined
that feedback is a vital component for the online student. It was stated by Legon and
Runyon (2007) that feedback is necessary for student retention and success in an online
classroom.
The fifth principle from Chickering and Gamson (1987) emphasized time on task.
In an online course, flexibility is a benefit. Although online courses do allow for
flexibility, it is important to have starting and stopping points or deadlines for
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assignments so that students are given the expectations of time needed to be successful
within the course. The expectations should emphasize a realistic timeline for learning to
take place. Having regularly set deadlines encourages completion and progression in a
course. The Sloan Consortium (2014) details that part of student satisfaction within a
quality course should include the expectations outlined in the course matching the actual
learning experience. Expectations should be both clear and realistic. Quality Matters also
presents the need to include clear and genuine expectations.
Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) sixth principle emphasized high expectations.
Presenting models and examples of quality work to students is a standard best practice to
encourage high expectations in online courses. Another example of implementing high
expectations can be based on the type of activities required within the course. Providing
students with challenging tasks is a way to promote high expectations in the classroom.
Without these expectations, students may not be able to reach the higher level. The Five
Pillars referenced students’ satisfaction and success closely linked to the quality and
expectations of the expected learning outcomes of a course (Sloan Consortium, 2014).
Online instructors not only need to provide stated expectations, but they should
communicate to students a goal of high quality within the learning content and
guidelines.
The seventh principle from Chickering and Gamson (1987) provided emphasis on
promoting students’ unique and diverse talents and ways of learning. This could be
accomplished in many ways. One example is to allow students to select project topics and
research topics for discussion, which will allow students to present their unique
perspective to the classroom. The Quality Matters research indicates that an essential
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element is to provide content from a variety of perspectives, which could be applied to
the varied diversity in the classroom. Benchmarks for Success provides a standard for
addressing various learning styles when developing an online course. The Five Pillars
address the need to provide instruction for the diverse learners expected in a classroom.
Providing opportunities to allow students to be more successful online should include
ways to address students’ diverse learning styles and learning needs.
Examples of Standards Development
At the time that Quality Matters developed their first set of standards for online
course evaluations, there were also college networks in the forefront of research and
development of online course evaluation standards. Two samples from that period that
have continued to improve their evaluation methods and standards are California State
University, Chico (CSU-Chico) and Illinois Online Network (ION). CSU-Chico began
utilizing evaluation standards in 2003 with a program used to evaluate and recognize
faculty for exemplary online instruction. Since 2014 CSU-Chico has utilized another
institutional developed rubric, Quality Online Learning and Teaching (QOLT) to evaluate
the quality of online courses. The instrument contains nine sections with 54 objectives.
California State University’s Rubric for Online Instruction (2014) QOLT as a redesign to
their evaluation program and evaluation standard was developed in reviewing the
“shrinking achievement gap (p.3).” In order to address student success and retention
issues, course redesign efforts were made for courses experiencing high-enrollment and
low success rates (California State University’s Rubric for Online Instruction, 2014).
ION has been creating methods and standards for evaluation since their beginning
offerings in online education. The Quality Online Course Initiative was developed to
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improve accountability in their online courses, determine best practices for designing
online courses, and to honor exemplary usage of designing and delivering online courses.
The rubric used in this system contains six categories with 81 items for evaluation. ION
provides the tools for faculty to understand best practices in designing online courses
through their evaluation rubric. ION does emphasize the areas of social integration in
online course design and the enhancement of critical thinking skills. ION has a display of
extensive research and support for continuous efforts to improve online course
development and support for online course development (ION, 2014).
Current Evaluation Methods at the Local Community College
The current methods of evaluating faculty and courses at the local community
college include the use of faculty evaluations, student evaluations, online faculty
evaluations, and student retention and success data. According to the policies for the
online courses are required to be evaluated annually and need to apply the standards of
the local consortium Core Course Evaluation Guide as a base standard for conducting
evaluations. The local consortium Core Course Evaluation Guide serves as a core for
developing the local evaluation instrument, Online Faculty Course Evaluation
Instrument.
With the importance of course design for delivering effective instruction,
evaluation measures are critical to delivering quality learning experiences. This study
focused on summative evaluation strategies to measure the effectiveness of course
design. Summative evaluation should not be the only step in providing feedback in
designing online courses, but it can provide a means to give suggestions for continuous
improvement. Summative evaluation is defined as a measurement of the level of success
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at the end of instruction. It is often conducted at the end of the semester. Evaluations
provide a measure for accountability (U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Innovation and Improvement, & WestEd, 2008). Higher education is being more readily
held accountable to indicate quality and excellence, including measurements for
assessing the quality of online-learning courses (Shelton, 2010). Evaluation of online
courses is not a one-time activity, but it should be extended over time and used as a
continuous process to impact student retention and student success (Raspopovic et al.,
2014).
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METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to review evaluation standards for online-course quality
in the community college and to explore the results of the usage of the evaluation
standards as they related to student retention and success at a local community college.
The purpose of this study was to (a) review evaluation standards capable of rating
instructional quality of an online course, (b) validate the evaluation standards to be
included in the evaluation instrument, and (c) determine if relationships exist between
faculty evaluation scores and student success and retention in online courses. This
chapter describes the research and analysis methods that were used in this study. This
chapter includes the following sections: (a) research design, (b) participants, (c)
instrumentation, (d) procedures, (e) data collection, and (f) data analysis.
Research Design
The research design was a quantitative study. Quantitative measures were used in
a nonexperimental, correlational research design to determine if a relationship existed
between course evaluation scores and student success and retention. Wallen and Fraenkel
(2008) stated a researcher can use a correlational study to look for possible relationships
among variables. For the study, a correlational design was used to establish whether a
relationship existed in the outcomes of the local community college course evaluation
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and students’ retention and success within a course. In the study, each online course from
fall 2014 received an evaluation score, and courses with consent from the assigned
instructors were reported for this study along with their success and retention rates for
each course.
Research Questions
The following research questions were included in this study:
1. Is there a relationship between online-course evaluation scores and student
course student-retention results?
2. Is there a relationship between online-course evaluation scores and student
success rates within a course?
Participants
A variety of participants were involved in this study. The following outlines the
participants in the research process.
Evaluation Standards Participants
The researcher developed the instrument used in this study. Three experts in
distance education were identified to serve on a panel and review the draft of the Online
Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument (Appendix F) for the study. The three experts
participating in the study included a president of an online college with experience as a
state director of distance education, an eLearning solutions architect, and a professional
learning project manager with experience in online training and instruction for career and
technical education. These three experts have had experience in the classroom, designing
online instruction and training, designing applications for solutions for online education,
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and the administration and leadership for distance-education programs. Through
conferences with the expert panel, the proposed evaluation instrument was revised and
validated for usage in the remaining of the study.
Pilot Study Participants
After validation of the online-course evaluation instrument, a pilot evaluation was
completed. Fifteen online courses from the fall 2014 offerings were randomly selected to
be evaluated within the pilot study. Consent forms were sent to the 15 online instructors,
and 12 of the 15 instructors provided consent forms to participate in the study. In addition
to 12 faculty members, five division chairs and one dean of instruction participated in the
pilot study. The division chairs and dean of instruction evaluated the 12 faculty members’
courses that fell under their direct supervision. A total of 18 participants were involved in
this stage for the pilot study. Five weeks were scheduled for the completion of the pilot
evaluation process. The supervisors used a test–retest method to complete the evaluationinstrument pilot. The division chairs or the dean of instruction met with individual
instructors to discuss online-course design, observed the 12 online courses, and served as
the evaluators for each online course.
Evaluation Instrument Implementation Participants
Following the test–retest for reliability through the pilot study, the division chairs
and the dean of instruction evaluated the remaining online courses from the fall 2014
online-course offerings. Faculty teaching online courses during the semester being
evaluation interacted with their supervisors to discuss the evaluation standards and their
online courses. The supervisors then observed the online courses individually and
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completed the evaluation for each course being taught online in the fall 2014. Following
the completed evaluations, faculty teaching the courses received consent forms to allow
data from their evaluation results to be included in the study. A total of 54 participants,
including 48 faculty and 6 evaluators, were included in this evaluation process for the
study.
Data Collection Participants
The evaluators, including five division chairs and one dean of instruction,
provided the evaluation results to the researcher. The evaluators placed electronic copies
of the evaluations on a secure electronic storage system for the researcher to obtain and
utilize results from faculty consenting to participate in the study.
Instrumentation
The instrumentation used in this study was developed by the researcher and
further assessed by a panel of three experts. The instrument for evaluating online courses
was developed and revised through literature review and a review from a panel of
experts. The final version of instrument was labeled as the Online Course Faculty
Evaluation Instrument (Appendix G). The instrument was categorized and contained
Likert-scale ratings (e.g., 3-Superior, 2-Satisfactory; 1-Needs Improvement; 0Unsatisfactory; NA-Not Applicable) along with areas to provide additional comments
and details. The categories of evaluation within the instrument included (1) Course
Information, (2) Instructional Delivery and Materials, (3) Assessment and Feedback, (4)
Student Support, and (5) Faculty Role and Participation. The evaluation instrument
included 35 items to be scored.
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Instrument Validity and Reliability
The validity and reliability of the instrument was established to ensure the quality
of the instrument. The discussion of how validity and reliability were established follows.
Validity. The validity of an instrument is defined as the instrument obtains the
information and measurements as it is intended to (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). The
instrument in the study was based on previous research on standards for evaluating online
courses to define the content and criteria for evaluating online courses. Content was
validated from multiple resources with the researcher finding common themes that were
replicated over time for defining standards for quality when designing online courses.
The instrument was drafted from the research data and then reviewed by a panel of
experts. The draft instrument (Appendix F) was edited by a panel of experts that
validated the items on the instrument, suggested specific edits, and made suggestions for
additional items to be included on the instrument. The final Online Faculty Course
Evaluation Instrument (Appendix G) was revised based on the expert panel’s suggestions.
Reliability. Reliability can be described as the instrument measuring data
consistently (Kimberlin & Winterstein, 2008). The instrument in this study used a test–
retest method to determine the consistency of the evaluation measurements over time. A
pilot study evaluating 12 online courses was used to test the reliability of the Online
Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument. The supervisors, including the division chairs and
the dean of instruction, acted as evaluators for courses under their supervision. Upon
completing the first evaluation of a course, supervisors evaluated the same courses after a
time period of 2 weeks had elapsed. This was following a test–retest method to review
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the evaluation-results measures for consistency over time. The evaluation results were
placed in Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) to determine the correlation
coefficient of the two sets of scores from the evaluation results. The Online Faculty
Course Evaluation Instrument had a high level of overall internal consistency. The
overall test–retest coefficient was 0.82; therefore, the instrument was considered reliable
and satisfactory for the research project.
Procedures
Evaluation Standards
In this study research was reviewed to determine appropriate measures for
evaluating online courses at a local community college. The researcher developed an
evaluation instrument containing standards for online course evaluation found in
literature. The instrument was validated through research and a review from a panel of
experts. Upon reviewing the literature on current evaluation standards and criteria for
evaluating online courses, common categories were plotted in a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet. Individual criteria were placed under the common themes to look for
frequencies and patterns in the research of appropriate measures for evaluating online
courses. Required criteria from the college and local consortium were plotted for
inclusion in the evaluation instrument. Additional criteria were placed within the
evaluation instrument from the frequency of usage in the literature. From the research, a
draft of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument (Appendix F) was developed.
Eight principles or evaluation tools were found in literature and compared for similarities
and differences. Using a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, themes from the resources were
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identified. Table 4 presents the themes and resources found in the research from the
following tools and literature:


Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) Principles for Good Practice in
Undergraduate Education,



The Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Benchmarks for Success
(Phipps et al., 2000),



The Sloan Consortium’s Five Pillars of Quality Online Education (2014),



The Quality Matters Program (2014),



The Local Consortium Minimum Standards (2014),



The Local College’s Current Evaluation Instruments (2012),



California State University’s Rubric for Online Instruction (2014), and



Illinois Online Network, Quality Online Course Initiative (2014)

Evaluation Themes
Interaction

Faculty Involvement

Prompt Feedback

Diversity

Clear Guidelines and Expectations

Clear Course Objectives

Clear Instructions

Course Objective Alignment

Student Support

Communication

Course Organization

Course Design

Accessibility

Student Centered

Essential Data

Technical Requirements

High Expectations

Instructional Materials
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The draft of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument (Appendix F) was
reviewed by a panel of experts. Expert panel members received an invitation via email.
An introductory letter, proposed course-evaluation instrument, and schedules for
conferencing with the researcher were sent via email following the consent of the experts
for participation. Within 2 weeks of sending the information to expert panel members, the
researcher scheduled conferences with each participant. The instrument was revised
based on the expert panel feedback. Once the instrument was revised, it was prepared for
a pilot at the local community college to test the reliability of the researcher-developed
instrument.
The researcher used a scale of five performance-rating options for evaluating the
online faculty and online courses. Ratings were uploaded to SPSS. Not-applicable items
were keyed in SPSS as missing values and were not included in the calculations. The
evaluating ratings are available in Table 5.
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Evaluation Performance Ratings
Ratings

Description

Superior (3 points)

Evidence of this criterion is strong,
appropriate for this course, and exhibits
best practices that could serve as a model
for others.

Satisfactory (2 points)

Evidence of this criterion is clear and is
appropriate for this course. Additional
needs for the criterion exist to exhibit best
practices.

Needs Improvement (1 point)

Some evidence of this criterion is evident,
but additional needs exist to exhibit
evidence more clearly.

Unsatisfactory (0 points)

Criterion is not present, but should be,
based on college requirements, course
objectives, and/or course design.

Not Applicable (N/A)

Not applicable based on college
requirements, course objectives, and/or
course design.

Categories were made after criteria for inclusion were mapped. Using Microsoft
Excel, criteria were mapped for commonalities, and a title was given based on the criteria
that were grouped as common elements. The evaluation instrument was divided into five
categories, and each category contained multiple criteria to be reviewed and evaluated.
Table 6 includes the categories for evaluation criteria for the instrument used in this
study. A total of 5 categories and 35 criteria were identified for defining standards for
evaluating the quality of online courses at the local community college. The Online
Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument is available in Appendix G.
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Evaluation Categories
Categories

Number of Standards

Course Information

7 evaluation standards

Instructional Delivery and Materials

11 evaluation standards

Assessment and Feedback

6 evaluation standards

Student Support

4 evaluation standards

Faculty Role and Participation

7 evaluation standards

Pilot Study
Once the instrument was revised, it was prepared for a pilot at the local
community college to test the reliability of the researcher-developed instrument. The
test–retest method was used to investigate the reliability of the Online Faculty Course
Evaluation Instrument. Fifteen courses were randomly selected from the fall 2014 onlinecourse offerings of the local community college. The faculty teaching the randomly
selected courses were contacted, and a consent form was provided for participation in the
study (Appendix C). Twelve participants completed the pilot study. In order to evaluate
the test–retest reliability of the evaluation instrument, the division chairs and dean of
instruction completed two rounds of evaluations for each course. The division chairs
and/or the dean of instruction met with the faculty teaching the online course being
evaluated. The faculty and the supervisor evaluating the course discussed the course
based on the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument questions. The evaluator then
completed the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument through observing the
online course and the using the data collected in the faculty meeting. The two rounds
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included completing a full evaluation for each pilot-study course twice, allowing time to
elapse between each evaluation. Within 2 weeks of the first evaluation, the evaluators
completed the second evaluation of the online course. The evaluation scores from the
pilot study were entered by the evaluator into electronic forms and stored in a secure
online location for the researcher’s access. Numerical codes were randomly assigned to
each Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument and the data input into SPSS. The
researcher calculated the statistical correlation between the sets of scores obtained from
all evaluation results, and the resulting value served as an estimate of reliability. The
Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument had a high level of overall internal
consistency. The overall test–retest coefficient was 0.82; therefore, the instrument was
considered reliable and satisfactory for the research project. The number exceeds the
recommendation for pretesting an instrument (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006). Once the
pilot test was completed, the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument was provided
to the remaining faculty teaching online in fall 2014. Upon distribution, the remaining
fall 2014 online courses were evaluated to answer the remaining research questions.
Data Collection
Evaluation Standards
To create the evaluation instrument, the researcher completed an exploration of
literature on standards for evaluating online courses. Previous research and literature
were analyzed to develop proposed evaluation standards for measuring the quality of
online courses at the local community college. The researcher took data from literature to
create evaluation standard themes and placed items in Microsoft Excel to be analyzed.
Frequencies for common themes were used to discover appropriate criteria and categories
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for inclusion in the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument. After themes and data
were sorted, a draft of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument was created
(Appendix F). Three expert panel members in the field of online education were selected
to review and validate the draft of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument.
Expert panel members received an invitation vial email. An introductory letter, proposed
draft of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument, and schedules for
conferencing with the researcher were sent via email following the consent of the experts
for participation. Within 2 weeks of sending the information to expert panel members, the
researcher scheduled conferences with each participant. Through the conferences
suggestions were shared for the researcher to make changes to the draft of the Online
Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument. The comments, recommendations, and concerns
identified by the panel were critically reviewed. After finalizing the revisions and
validation of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument, the instrument was
distributed for usage in the next phase for testing the reliability of the instrument with a
pilot test–retest evaluation of randomly selected fall 2014 online-course offerings.
Pilot Study
After the completion of the validation process with the expert panel members, 15
online courses were randomly selected for the pilot study, and given 5 weeks to complete
the test–retest evaluation process using the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument.
All faculty being evaluated received consent forms to provide permission for data from
their evaluation to be included in the study (Appendix B and C). Twelve of the 15 faculty
members returned consent forms for participation within the study. The pilot study used a
test–retest method to determine the usability and reliability of the Online Faculty Course
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Evaluation Instrument. Division chairs and the dean of instruction evaluated the
randomly selected online courses that fell under their supervision. Division chairs or the
dean of instruction met with faculty members to discuss their online course. The
supervisors completing the evaluation then accessed the course and through observation
and data collected in meetings completed the Online Faculty Evaluation Instrument.
Upon completing the first evaluation of a course, the supervisor allowed at least 2 weeks
and then completed a second evaluation of the same course. The evaluations were
completed as an electronic document and were provided to the researcher in a secure
online storage location. The evaluators provided two Online Faculty Course Evaluation
Instrument forms for each of the 12 courses. Upon completion of the pilot study, the
evaluation results were collected by the researcher and assigned numeric codes to allow
the course and instructor data to remain unidentifiable for the results of the study. The
researcher keyed the data into an SPSS data form. The researcher calculated the statistical
correlation between the sets of scores obtained from all evaluation results, and the
resulting value served as an estimate of reliability.
Evaluation Instrument Implementation
Once the pilot test was completed, the Online Faculty Course Evaluation
Instrument was provided to the remaining faculty teaching online in fall 2014. Upon
distribution, the remaining fall 2014 online courses were evaluated. Division chairs and
the dean of instruction served as the evaluators for each online course taught at the local
college. Seven weeks were designated for the completion of the evaluation process.
Division chairs or the dean of instruction met with faculty members to discuss their
online course. The supervisors completing the evaluation then accessed the course and
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through observation and data collected in meetings completed the Online Faculty
Evaluation Instrument. The evaluations were completed as an electronic document and
were provided to the researcher in a secure online storage location. All faculty being
evaluated received consent forms following the evaluation process to provide permission
for data from their evaluation to be included in the study (Appendix D and E).
Evaluation Data Collection
At the conclusion of the evaluation period, the researcher requested consent from
faculty teaching online in fall 2014. Upon obtaining consent, the researcher used an Excel
spreadsheet to identify courses. Random numeric codes were assigned for each entry
obtained. The numeric codes were used for remaining identification. Evaluation results
received from the division chairs and dean of instruction were uploaded to SPSS with the
retention and success rates for each course consenting to participate in the study.
Evaluation scores, retention rates, and success rates were reported on the Online Faculty
Course Evaluation Instrument to allow the researcher access to all data for input into
SPSS.
Data Analysis
The researcher used the SPSS program to analyze the collected data. The .05 level
of significance was established a priori as the critical value for all analyses.
The researcher reviewed existing data and literature to develop an online-course
evaluation instrument. The literature was analyzed and categorical data were created for
common standards and differences in existing literature. Through content analysis,
standards for inclusion in the online-course evaluation instrument were determined. A
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spreadsheet was created to code and separate standards into common themes. An
evaluation instrument was built from the categories and themes based on frequencies and
necessary data. The draft of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument was
developed from the data. To validate the standards developed from the draft of the Online
Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument, a panel of three experts reviewed the instrument,
and conferences were held to revise the instrument. A pilot study was then used to test
the reliability of the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument. A test-–retest method
was used during the pilot study. The evaluation results from the pilot study were
uploaded to SPSS to determine the correlation coefficient of the two sets of scores from
the evaluation results. The remaining fall 2014 online courses were evaluated with the
Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument. Consent was collected from faculty
teaching in fall 2014. Data were collected and analyzed from the courses that faculty
consented to include within the study. These data were used to assist in answering the
two research questions.
To answer Research Question 1, “Is there a relationship between evaluation
scores for online courses and student course student-retention results,” data were
analyzed using descriptive statistics and correlational statistics using SPSS. The course
student-retention was defined by the percentage of students remaining enrolled within the
course for the length of the designated term. Descriptive statistics included the means,
standard deviations, and frequency distributions to describe the results of data being
presented in the study. Correlational coefficients were used to determine if any
relationships existed between the course student-retention and evaluation outcomes from
the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument.
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To answer Research Question 2, “Is there a relationship between evaluation
scores for online courses and student success rates within a course,” data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics and correlational statistics using SPSS. Descriptive statistics
included the means, standard deviations, and frequency distributions to describe the
results of data being presented in the study. Correlational coefficients were used to
determine if any relationships existed between the student success and evaluation
outcomes from the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument. Student success was
defined by the percentage of students receiving a final course grade of D or higher.
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DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This study was designed to review evaluation standards for online-course quality
in the community college and to explore the results of the usage of the evaluation
standards as they related to student retention and success at a local community college.
This chapter presents the findings of the research study. In this study, an
instrument was developed to assess the quality of online courses at a local community
college. The data from the instrument were analyzed to look for relationships in the
evaluations scores to the outcomes of the retention and success rates of each online
course being taught in fall 2014 for the local community college.
Research Questions
The following research questions were included in this study:
1. Is there a relationship between online-course evaluation scores and course
student-retention results?
2. Is there a relationship between online-course evaluation scores and student
success rates within a course?
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Research Questions Findings
Research Question 1: Student Retention and Evaluation Standards
The researcher used the SPSS software application to analyze the data collected
for this study. Research Question 1 asked if a relationship existed between online-course
evaluation scores and student-retention results. The data from this study came from
evaluations of the fall 2014 local community college course offerings. During the fall
2014 semester, there were 112 courses offered online. From the 112 courses, consent
forms for 67 courses were received and thus included in the study. From the fall 2014
local community college online courses, 82.3% (2,455 out of 2,984) of the students were
retained. From the 67 courses included in the study, 80% (1,243 out of 1,554) of the
students remained enrolled. As shown in Table 7, the lowest retention results for a course
included in this study was 42%. The highest retention in a course was 100%. The mean
for reported retention rates in the fall 2014 online courses in this study was 79.64%.
Evaluation scores were uploaded to SPSS. The mean reported for the data used the sum
of the evaluation score values and divided it by the number of evaluation scores in SPSS.
The evaluation scores had a minimum of 2.17 overall score and a maximum of 3.00, as
shown in Table 7. The mean for reported overall evaluation scores in the fall 2014 online
courses in this study was 2.73. The mean of evaluation scores exhibit an overall average
of Satisfactory to Superior ratings for the online courses in this study as shown in Table
8.
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Descriptive Statistics of Retention and Evaluation Scores

Retention
Results
Evaluation
Scores

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

67

42%

100%

79.64%

11.677

67

2.17

3.00

2.73

.22301

From the 112 courses offered in the fall 2014, 67 course evaluations and data for
retention were included in this study. Table 8 shows a division of the overall evaluation
scores reported for this study. The overall evaluation scores for courses in the pilot study
received a Satisfactory or above rating. Courses receiving a Superior rating accounted for
51% (34/67) of the courses reported within the study. Only 4% (3/67) of the courses
received a Satisfactory rating.

Evaluation Scores Grouped by Performance Ratings
Evaluation Scores

Frequency (%)

0- 1.75 (Needs Improvement)

0 (0%)

1.76- 1.99 (Below Average)

0 (0%)

2.0 – 2.25 (Satisfactory)

3 (4%)

2.26 – 2.50 (High)

8 (12%)

2.51 – 2.75 (Very High)

22 (33%)

2.76 – 3.0 (Superior)

34 (51%)

Total

67 (100%)
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The frequency distribution for course evaluation scores is below in Table 9. The
highest percentage of evaluation scores recorded shows 9% (6/67) receiving a Superior
rating of 3.0.

Frequency and Percentage Analysis of Evaluation Scores
Evaluation Scores

Frequency

Percentage

2.17
2.18
2.33
2.42
2.46
2.51
2.53
2.55
2.56
2.64
2.65
2.68
2.69
2.71
2.72
2.74
2.75
2.77
2.79
2.80
2.82
2.83
2.84
2.85
2.86
2.87
2.89
2.90
2.91
2.92
2.93
2.94
2.97
3.00
Total

1
2
4
3
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
3
3
2
2
4
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
5
1
1
3
3
6
67

1.5
3
6
4.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
3
1.5
1.5
4.5
4.5
3
3
6
1.5
3
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
3
3
3
1.5
1.5
7.5
1.5
1.5
4.5
4.5
9
100.0
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Individual scores from each criterion were recorded for each course that was
consented to include in this study. The evaluation scores in the instrument ranged from
Unsatisfactory to Superior, score of 0-3. Faculty Role and Support received the highest
mean score of 2.8931 within the results of the study. Course Information received the
lowest mean score of 2.6093. The means scores for the remaining overall categories
include: Instructional Design and Materials with a mean score of 2.6896, Assessment and
Feedback mean score of 2.6827, and Student Support mean score of 2.7164. Table 10
describes the minimum, maximum, and mean scores for each evaluation category and
individual evaluation standards included in the study.

Descriptive Statistics of the Overall Evaluation Scores, Evaluation Categories, and
Individual Evaluation Standards
Evaluation Criteria
Overall Course
Information Score
Students are
introduced to the
purpose of the course
and the structure and
delivery of the course
The course syllabus is
clear and written to be
easily understood by
students.
The course objectives
are measurable and
the instructional plans
align with stated
objectives.

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

67

1.86

3.00

2.6093

.33458

67

1.00

3.00

2.4776

.63623

67

1.00

3.00

2.5075

.63659

67

1.00

3.00

2.6269

.57303
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Table 10 (Continued)
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

67

1.00

3.00

2.7761

.45464

67

1.00

3.00

2.8209

.42374

66

.00

3.00

2.4848

.78920

67

2.00

3.00

2.6269

.48729

67

2.00

3.00

2.6896

.29130

The instructor
provides clear
directions.

67

1.00

3.00

2.7313

.47933

The instructor creates
a positive learning
environment.

67

2.00

3.00

2.7313

.44661

67

1.00

3.00

2.8657

.38516

Evaluation Criteria
The course
assignments and
activities are
distributed equally
and appropriately
within the semester.
A calendar is
presented at the
beginning of the
semester to outline
expectations.
Instructor contact
information and office
hours are clearly
outlined.
Course specific
guidelines are
provided.
Instructional Design
and Materials Overall
Score

The instructor’s
presentation of
content is organized.
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Table 10 (Continued)
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

67

2.00

3.00

2.8657

.34358

The course materials
and activities provide
opportunities for
various learning styles
and learning levels.

67

1.00

3.00

2.5846

.52715

Appropriate
technology
integration is used in
the classroom.

67

1.00

3.00

2.6462

.62327

67

.00

3.00

2.7463

.61159

The instructor
provides clear details
on how learning
objectives for the
course can be met.

67

1.00

3.00

2.6418

.56946

The course activities
promote success
towards meeting the
stated objectives.

67

1.00

3.00

2.5821

.63124

67

1.00

3.00

2.5385

.58835

Evaluation Criteria
The instructor
presents course
content demonstrating
competency in the
subject matter.

Course materials and
activities align with
the course objectives.

The course provides a
level of interactivity
appropriate for course
objectives.
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Table 10 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

The course activities
support active
learning.

67

1.00

3.00

2.7538

.50096

Assessment and
Feedback Overall
Score

67

2.00

3.00

2.6827

.32227

Course assessments
are distributed equally
and appropriately
throughout the
semester.

67

2.00

3.00

2.8358

.37323

67

1.00

3.00

2.4697

.58756

67

2.00

3.00

2.6716

.47316

67

1.00

3.00

2.7612

.46350

67

1.00

3.00

2.5965

.56251

67

1.00

3.00

2.7910

.47792

The instructor
encourages questions
and discussions and
provides appropriate
feedback.
A variety of
assessments are used
in the course.
Evaluation criteria
and grading scales are
provided and are
adequate for
measuring student
learning.
Assessment feedback
is provided to
students and provided
in timely manner.
Assessments align
with the course
objectives.
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Table 10 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Student Support
Overall Score

67

1.25

3.00

2.7164

.35594

67

2.00

3.00

2.8955

.30819

67

1.00

3.00

2.8060

.43480

67

1.50

3.00

2.8931

.25547

67

2.00

3.00

2.95

.211

67

2.00

3.00

2.91

.285

67

2.00

3.00

2.96

.206

Instructor relates to
students in a
professional manner.
Course tools and
resources support
student to become an
active learner.
Faculty Role and
Participation Overall
Score
The instructor
maintains adequate
records for
instructional and
administrative use.
The instructor
cultivates and
maintains a
productive
relationship with
supervisor and coworkers.
The instructor
adequately reviews
advisee’s records and
checks academic
progress.
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Table 10 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

The instructor
maintains and
develops a positive
relationship with
advisees.

67

1.00

3.00

2.88

.382

The instructor takes
steps to extend a
positive service
experience to each
customer and
employee.

67

2.00

3.00

2.95

.227

The frequency distribution for course student-retention results is below in Table
11. Within this study, 96% (64 out of 67) of the courses maintained better than 50% of
the students in their courses. Also, 18% (12 out of 67) of the courses retained 90% or
more of their online students.
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Frequency and Percentage Analysis of Retention Results
Retention

Frequency

Percentage

42%
50%
59%
62%
65%
66%
70%
71%
72%
75%
76%
77%
78%
79%
80%
81%
82%
83%
85%
86%
87%
88%
89%
90%
91%
92%
95%
96%
100%
Total

1
2
2
1
2
1
2
4
2
1
1
3
2
4
1
7
2
5
2
2
2
5
1
3
2
1
3
1
2
67

1.5
3.0
3.0
1.5
3.0
1.5
3.0
6.0
3.0
1.5
1.5
4.5
3.0
6.0
1.5
10.4
3.0
7.5
3.0
3.0
3.0
7.5
1.5
4.5
3.0
1.5
4.5
1.5
3.0
100.0

After entering and matching all course student-retention records and onlinecourse evaluation scores, it was determined that the Pearson correlation of student
retention and the overall evaluation results for online courses was r = .206. The
correlation between the course assessments’ overall course evaluation scores and overall
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student retention showed, r = 0.206, n = 67, p = 0.094. Results are summarized in Table
12. No significant relationship was found in this correlation.

Correlation Results of Retention and Overall Evaluation Scores
Retention

Overall Evaluation Scores

Sig. (2-tailed)

1

.206

.094

The results of individual overall evaluation criteria were entered as well as the
individual scores for each item under the evaluation criteria. These results were compared
for relationships in the retention scores of each course. A Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between the overall course
student-retention and individual scores from evaluations for each evaluation criterion.
The only relationship found when reviewing the results for course student-retention and
each evaluation scores was found in Item #1 of the Assessment and Feedback evaluation
criteria. Item #1 under Assessment and Feedback stated “Course assessments are
distributed equally and appropriately throughout the semester.” It was determined that
the Pearson correlation of course student-retention and Assessment and Feedback Item #1
evaluation scores for online courses was r = .280. The correlation between course
assessments distributed equally and appropriately throughout the semester and were
correlated with overall course student-retention showed, r = 0.280, n = 67, p = 0.022. The
result indicated a positive relationship between the two variables. The positive
relationship was a weak relationship, but this relationship showed the higher the
60

evaluation score for the criteria for assessment distributed equally the higher the course
student-retention rates. The results for correlations of retention and category and
individual criteria are below in Table 13.

Correlation Results of Retention and Assessment and Feedback Criteria 1
Assessment and Feedback

N

Sig. (2-tailed)

.280*

67

.022

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Correlation data for all individual criteria variables and course student-retention
outcomes are detailed in Table 14.
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Correlation Results of Retention and Evaluation Overall Scores and Individual Criteria
Scores
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Retention
N

1
67

Overall Course Information Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.144
.244

Students are introduced to the purpose of the
course and the structure and delivery of the
course.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.005

The course syllabus is clear and written to
be easily understood by students.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.045

The course objectives are measurable and
the instructional plans align with stated
objectives.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.121

The course assignments and activities are
distributed equally and appropriately within
the semester.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.125

A calendar is presented at the beginning of
the semester to outline expectations.
Sign. (2-tailed)

-.121

Instructor contact information and office
hours are clearly outlined.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.173

Course specific guidelines are provided.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.153
.218

.968

.715

.331

.313

.330

.165
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Table 14 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Instructional Design and Materials Overall
Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.022

The instructor provides clear directions.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.018
.886

The instructor creates a positive learning
environment.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.048

The instructor’s presentation of content is
organized.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.047

The instructor presents course content
demonstrating competency in the subject
matter.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.050

The course materials and activities provide
opportunities for various learning styles and
learning levels.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.060

Appropriate technology integration is used
in the classroom.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.074

Course materials and activities align with
the course objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.049

The instructor provides clear details on how
learning objectives for the course can be
met.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.138

.860

.698

.708

.687

.636

.558

.695
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Table 14 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

The course activities promote success
towards meeting the stated objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.039

The course provides a level of interactivity
appropriate for course objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.043

The course activities support active learning.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.032
.803

Assessment and Feedback Overall Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.091
.464

Course assessments are distributed equally
and appropriately throughout the semester.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.280*

The instructor encourages questions and
discussions and provides appropriate
feedback.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.092

A variety of assessments are used in the
course.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.049

Evaluation criteria and grading scales are
provided and are adequate for measuring
student learning.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.008

Assessment feedback is provided to students
and provided in timely manner.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.009

Assessments align with the course
objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.003

.753

.731

.022

.462

.692

.951

.946

.983
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Table 14 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Student Support Overall Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.178
.149

Course and college policies are clearly
identified.1
Sig. (2-tailed)

.096

Resources are provided for learner support
and campus resources.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.171

Instructor relates to students in a
professional manner.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.163

Course tools and resources support student
to become an active learner.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.040

Faculty Role and Participation Overall Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.078
.532

The instructor maintains adequate records
for instructional and administrative use.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.056

The instructor cultivates and maintains a
productive relationship with supervisor and
co-workers.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.231

The instructor adequately reviews advisee’s
records and checks academic progress.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.061

The instructor maintains and develops a
positive relationship with advisees.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.073

.439

.165

.188

.748

.655

.083

.687

.612

65

Table 14 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

The instructor fulfills the service role by
participating in college events such as but
not limited to: division or committee
meetings, student organizations, orientation,
registration, or other college-related events.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.090

The instructor fulfills a scholarship role by
participating in scholarly activities such as:
professional development, grant writing,
research, and other professional activities.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.061

The instructor takes steps to extend a
positive service experience to each customer
and employee.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.031

.518

.663

.820

Research Question 2: Student Success and Evaluation Standards
Research Question 2 investigated the relationship between online-course
evaluation scores and student success-rate results. In fall 2014, the local community
college online courses reported 71.5% (1,999 out of 2,984) of online students as
successfully completing their online courses with a D or higher. From the 67 courses
included in the study, a reported 67% (1,039 out of 1,584) of online students successfully
completed their online courses with a D or higher. As shown in Table 15, the lowest
success-rate result for a course included in this study was 2% of the students receiving a
D or higher within the course. The highest success-rate result in a course was 91% of the
students receiving a D or higher. Of the 67 courses in this study, 15% (10 out of 67) had a
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success rate below 50%, and the mean for reported success rates in the fall 2014 online
courses in this study was 65.43%.

Descriptive Statistics of Success Rates and Evaluation Scores

Success Rates
Evaluation
Scores

N
67

Minimum
2%

Maximum
91%

Mean
65.43%

Std.
Deviation
18.19

67

2.17

3.00

2.73

.22301

67

The frequency distribution for course success rates is detailed below in Table 16.

Frequency and Percentage Analysis of Success-Rate Results
Success

Frequency

Percentage

2%
17%
36%
38%
44%
49%
52%
53%
54%
55%
58%
59%
61%
63%
64%
65%
66%
67%
68%
70%
71%
72%
73%
74%
75%
76%
77%
79%
80%
83%
85%
86%
87%
88%
89%
91%
TOTAL

1
2
2
3
1
1
1
2
1
2
4
1
1
1
3
2
1
3
1
1
5
1
2
1
2
2
4
4
1
2
2
1
2
2
1
1
67
68

1.5
3.0
3.0
4.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
3.0
1.5
3.0
6.0
1.5
1.5
1.5
4.5
3.0
1.5
4.5
1.5
1.5
7.5
1.5
3.0
1.5
3.0
3.0
6.0
6.0
1.5
3.0
3.0
1.5
3.0
3.0
1.5
1.5
100.0

After entering and matching all instructor course student-success rates and onlinecourse evaluation scores, it was determined that the Pearson correlation of student
success and the overall evaluation results for online courses was r = .159. Correlations
between overall course-evaluation scores and overall course success showed, r = 0.159, n
= 67, p = .198. No significant relationship was determined for this correlation. Results are
summarized in Table 17.

Correlation Results of Success and Overall Evaluation Scores
Success

Overall Evaluation Scores

Sig. (2-tailed)

1

.159

.198

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
The results of individual overall evaluation criteria were entered as well as the
individual scores for each item under the evaluation criteria. These results were compared
to identify relationships in the success of each course. A Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between the overall course
student-success rates and individual scores from evaluations for each evaluation criterion.
The only relationship found when reviewing the results for course success rates and
evaluation scores was in the overall Course Information scores, Item #1 of the
Assessment and Feedback evaluation criteria, and Item #6 of the Assessment and
Feedback evaluation criteria. The overall evaluation score for the Course Information
category resulted in a weak positive association with the success rates from the fall 2014
online courses in this study. It was determined that the Pearson correlation of student
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retention and the scores from the course information criteria was r = .278. Item #1 under
Assessment and Feedback stated “Course assessments are distributed equally and
appropriately throughout the semester.” It was determined that the Pearson correlation of
student success rates and the Assessment and Feedback Item #1 evaluation scores for
online courses was r = .345. Course assessments distributed equally and appropriately
throughout the semester were correlated with overall course student-success rates, r =
0.345, n = 67, p = 0.004. The result indicated a moderate positive relationship between
the two variables. Item #6 under Assessment and Feedback stated, “Assessments align
with the course objectives.” It was determined that the Pearson correlation of student
success rates and the Assessment and Feedback Item #6 evaluation scores for online
courses was r = .293. Course assessments aligned with course objectives were correlated
with overall course success rates, r = 0.293, n = 67, p = 0.016. The results indicated a
weak positive relationship between the two variables. The results for correlations of
student success and category and individual criteria are detailed below in Table 18.

Significant Correlation Results of Success and Evaluation Criteria
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Overall Course Information Score
Sig. (2-tailed)
Course assessments are distributed equally and
appropriately throughout the semester.
Sig. (2-tailed)
Assessments align with the course objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.278*
.023
.345**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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.004
.293*
.016
67

Correlation data for all criteria variables and course student-retention outcomes
are detailed in Table 19.

Correlation Results of Evaluation Overall Scores and Individual Criteria
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Success
N
Overall Course Information Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

1
67
.278*
.023

Students are introduced to the purpose of the
course and the structure and delivery of the
course.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.168

The course syllabus is clear and written to
be easily understood by students.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.204

The course objectives are measurable and
the instructional plans align with stated
objectives.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.173

The course assignments and activities are
distributed equally and appropriately within
the semester.
Sign. (2-tailed)

.151

A calendar is presented at the beginning of
the semester to outline expectations.
Sign. (2-tailed)

-.049

Instructor contact information and office
hours are clearly outlined
Sign. (2-tailed)

.173

.171

.097

.162

.222

.695

.165
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Table 19 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Instructional Design and Materials Overall
Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.099

The instructor provides clear directions.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.120
.335

The instructor creates a positive learning
environment.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.082

The instructor’s presentation of content is
organized.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.002

The instructor presents course content
demonstrating competency in the subject
matter.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.124

The course materials and activities provide
opportunities for various learning styles and
learning levels.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.119

Appropriate technology integration is used
in the classroom.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.106

Course materials and activities align with
the course objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.186

The instructor provides clear details on how
learning objectives for the course can be
met.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.207

The course activities promote success
towards meeting the stated objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.069

.426

.511

.985

.318

.347

.401

.132

.093

.580
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Table 19 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

The course activities support active learning.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.135
.283

Assessment and Feedback Overall Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.208
.091

Course assessments are distributed equally
and appropriately throughout the semester.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.345**
.004

The instructor encourages questions and
discussions and provides appropriate
feedback.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.064

A variety of assessments are used in the course.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.084
.501

Evaluation criteria and grading scales are
provided and are adequate for measuring
student learning.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.054

Assessment feedback is provided to students
and provided in timely manner.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.083

Assessments align with the course
objectives.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.293*

Student Support Overall Score
Sig. (2-tailed)

.057
.649

Course and college policies are clearly
identified.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.076

.611

.666

.541

.016

.542
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Table 19 (Continued)
Evaluation Criteria

Score

Course tools and resources support student
to become an active learner.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.052

The instructor maintains adequate records
for instructional and administrative use
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.125

.673

.321
-.037

The instructor cultivates and maintains a
productive relationship with supervisor and
co-workers.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.784

The instructor adequately reviews advisee’s
records and checks academic progress.
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.113

The instructor maintains and develops a
positive relationship with advisees
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.058

The instructor fulfills the service role by
participating in college events such as but
not limited to: division or committee
meetings, student organizations, orientation,
registration, or other college-related events.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.054

.456

.688

The instructor fulfills a scholarship role by
participating in scholarly activities such as:
professional development, grant writing,
research, and other professional activities.
Sig. (2-tailed)

.698
.096

.490

The instructor takes steps to extend a
positive service experience to each customer
and employee.
Sig. (2-tailed)
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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-.102
.454

No further significant relationships were found through correlations of evaluation
criteria and course student-success rates.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter offers a synopsis of the study, conclusions, and recommendations
from the results of this study. This chapter is comprised of the following sections: (a) a
summary of the findings within the study, (b) conclusions made by the results of this
study, and (c) recommendations for further research based on the results of this study.
Summary
This study sought to determine appropriate criteria to evaluate the quality of
online courses and explore the relationship of faculty course-evaluation scores to course
student-retention and course student-success rates in online courses for the fall 2014
semester at a local community college. Descriptive statistics were given for the variables,
and the correlational research findings were presented in respect to the research
questions. This study yielded the following findings from research questions based on the
results of the research and data analysis.
Research Question 1 examined the relationship between course student-retention
and the evaluation results for courses taught online. An analysis of this question as a large
group found no relationship in the overall retention results and the overall evaluation
scores of online courses. However, dividing the evaluation results into the individual
evaluation criteria yielded additional results. A positive significant association was found
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between retention and the Assessment and Feedback Item #1, “Course assessments are
distributed equally and appropriately throughout the semester.” This relationship was a
weak relationship, but it showed evaluation scores under this criteria receiving higher
evaluation ratings with higher course student-retention results. This finding supported
many studies that emphasized the importance of assessments. For example, Arend (2007)
indicated that assessment is an essential part of the online classroom, although
assessment type, measurements, and requirements may vary. Continuous and even
distribution of assessments is considered a best practice for designing an online course
(Kim, Smith, & Maeng, 2008). Monitoring and assessing students throughout the course
is an important element in guiding the success of online students (Kaya & Tan, 2014).
Ibabe and Jauregizar (2010) discussed the use of online assessments and automated
feedback to provide the benefits of higher achievement and higher retention. Although it
showed a weak relationship, this study found the importance and connection to student
retention and assessments in online courses.
Research Question 2 examined the relationship between course student-success
rates and the evaluation results for courses taught online. An analysis of this question as a
large group found no relationship in the overall retention results and the overall
evaluation scores of online courses. However, dividing the evaluation results into the
individual evaluation criteria yielded additional results. A weak positive relationship was
found in the correlation of student success rates and the overall evaluation scores for the
category Course Information found in the local community college Online Faculty
Course Evaluation Instrument. As literature indicated, students need clear objectives and
instructions on how to be successful in their course (Quality Matters, 2014). Students
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need clear sequential mapping of the course with easy-to-identify informational
requirements, which set the foundation for assisting students to be successful in the
online course. In this study, criteria within the Course Information section included the
following:


Students are introduced to the purpose of the course and the structure and
delivery of the course.



The course syllabus is clear and written to be easily understood by
students.



The course objectives are measurable, and the instructional plans align
with stated objectives.



The course assignments and activities are distributed equally and
appropriately within the semester.



A calendar is presented at the beginning of the semester to outline
expectations.



Instructor contact information and office hours are clearly outlined.



Course-specific guidelines are provided.

Although these items can give students the toolset to start a course in the correct
sequence with expectations clearly outlined, additional items are still needed for
successful completion of a course. Students need more than the basic course information
to be successful in a course. In a study focusing on Chickering and Gamson’s principles
conducted by Crews, Wilkinson, and Neill (2015), the findings and conclusions indicate
the importance of faculty assessment of their course and ensuring all evaluation criteria
are addressed when developing and designing online courses. This study represented one
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semester of data and a diverse group of disciplines, which could contribute to the weak
relationships found within the results of the study.
Additional positive relationships were found in the criteria for Assessment and
Feedback Items #1 and #6. Item #1 looked at the distribution of assessments within a
course and the relationship to success rates. Item #6 included the alignment of course
assessments to the course objectives and their relationship with course student-success
rates. Although the online classroom allows for multiple modes of assessment, it is
important that these assessments should align with what is being taught within the course.
Content and assessment should be aggregated so that the student can progress
successfully without being overwhelmed with the amount of information and tools
presented. Instructors can strive to create patterns in activities so that students can plan
and manage their time when completing the online course (Ragan, 2009). The same as
the relationship found with retention and the evaluation scores in the area of assessment,
this study focused on multiple disciplines, which vary in types of assessments being
delivered online. With the variety of assessment types included within each course,
timelines and type of feedback greatly differ with the variety of disciplines and
assessment types.
Conclusions
This study was designed to review evaluation standards for online-course quality
in the community college and to explore the results of the usage of the evaluation
standards as they related to student retention and success at a local community college.
The purpose of this study was to (a) review evaluation standards capable of rating
instructional quality of an online course, (b) validate the evaluation standards to be
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included in the evaluation instrument, and (c) determine if relationships exist between
faculty evaluation scores and student success and retention in online courses. Previous
research provided evidence of the connection of course design to student retention and
success in online courses (Bangert, 2004; Dietz-Uhler et al., 2008; Selim, 2007; Shanley,
2011). This study contributes to existing literature in identifying and validating
appropriate measures for evaluating the quality of online courses.
There are many factors to be considered when designing online courses.
Standards can create a roadmap to develop core principles and strategies to avoid
limitations and barriers when designing online courses. The standards assist in providing
students with high-quality courses that are evaluated based on standards that improve
online instruction and online learning. Fayer’s study (2014) outlined the two most
influential items in the online-course design based on student feedback: (1) the course
information and its organization and (2) access and instructor feedback. This study
reflected similar findings in the relationships found in the correlations for retention and
success as measured by the Assessment and Feedback and Course Information areas of
the Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument.
Current and past research indicated the importance of evaluating course design
and the impact of course design with student retention and success. However, compared
to previous research studies that focused on a minimal number of online classrooms (e.g.,
Dietz-Uhler et al., 2008, provided data displaying improved retention with the use of
faculty evaluation with only 11 offerings of a single course), this study focused on a full
range of standards and classroom disciplines. Online programs often focus on student
retention and success rates as a measure of evaluating online programs. Research and
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efforts such as this study provide significant efforts toward improving the quality of
instruction for online-course design. This study found that both retention and success
were positively correlated with Assessment and Feedback, Item #1 results. This may
possibly indicate the appropriate distribution and design of assessment provides the
necessary guidance and motivation students need to continue within a course and become
more successful within the course.
In this study, an evaluation instrument, Online Faculty Course Evaluation
Instrument (Appendix G), was created. It contained five categories with 35 criteria for
evaluating the quality of online courses for a local community college. The outcome of
the evaluation results of 67 courses provided an overall mean of 2.73. This reported mean
showed all courses receiving a minimum of a Satisfactory rating with no outliers
receiving Unsatisfactory as an overall rating. With all courses receiving a Satisfactory
rating, there were still three courses reporting a retention rate of 50% or lower and 10
courses reporting 50% or lower success rates. This study was limited to one semester,
unlike a study by Dietz-Uhler et al. (2008) reported a six-semester period of results to
determine the impact of the evaluation instrument on student retention and success. Some
of the factors that may have influenced the results of this study include the student
population, the diversity of course disciplines included in the study, and the limitation of
one semester’s data being utilized for the results of the study. Therefore, it is necessary to
collect more data over time and periodically study relationships in course design through
evaluations that measure retention and success for online students.
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Recommendations
This study used participants from one rural southeastern community college and
results from one semester. Based on the findings of this study and the literature review,
the researcher makes the following recommendations for current practices and future
research.
1. This study introduced a new evaluation instrument, the Online Faculty
Course Evaluation Instrument, to the local community college. The
researcher recommends a longitudinal study that periodically gathers data
over time to seek significant relationships in course design through
evaluations and retention and success for online students.
2. The researcher also recommends appropriate professional development for
faculty and evaluators to determine consistent measures for each of the
criteria in the evaluation instrument. Sample evaluation scores and further
descriptions for ratings could assist in outcome data found in the
evaluation scores. Faculty training should include explanation of specific
requirements and provide samples of courses rated Superior. Opening
discussions to faculty should allow them to communicate and build ideas
for improvement together. Evaluator training should include samples of
Superior ratings to create consistent standards for evaluations across
disciplines.
3. This study did not examine whether demographic data may have an
impact on results. It is recommended for future studies to collect and
include demographic data concerning faculty to be included within the
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study. For example, instructor years of experience, course discipline, and
course teaching loads could be included in future research for faculty data.
4. Gathering student demographic data could reveal additional correlations
within the context of the study. For example, student major, student
classification, and prior online experience could be included for future
research of student data.
5. Student evaluations are collected each semester for individual courses. It
is suggested for future studies to include student evaluation results for
additional data and correlations with the Online Faculty Course
Evaluation Instrument results.
6. Lastly, expanding this research beyond the local community college would
contribute data to this study. This study could be expanded to a larger
population, including the consortium and beyond to other geographical
areas involving larger populations and more diverse populations.
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Protocol Title: Evaluation Online Courses at a Community College
Protocol Number: 14-309
Principal Investigator: Ms. Kimberley Harris
Date of Determination: 12/19/2014
Qualifying Exempt Category: 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2)
Attachments: Stamped informed consents in separate email
Dear Ms. Harris:
The Human Research Protection Program has determined the above referenced project exempt from IRB
review. Please note the following:


Retain a copy of this correspondence for your records.



An approval stamp is required on all informed consents. You must use the stamped consent form
for obtaining consent from participants.



Only the MSU staff and students named on the application are approved as MSU investigators
and/or key personnel for this study.



You do not need to submit an application for annual continuing review; however, a new
application must be submitted if the study is ongoing after 5 years from the date of approval. (SOP
01-03 Administrative Review of Applications)



Any modifications to the project must be reviewed and approved by the HRPP prior to
implementation. Any failure to adhere to the approved protocol could result in suspension or
termination of your project.



Per university requirement, all research-related records (e.g. application materials, letters of
support, signed consent forms, etc.) must be retained and available for audit for a period of at least
3 years after the research has ended.



It is the responsibility of the investigator to promptly report events that may represent
unanticipated problems involving risks to subjects or others.
This determination is issued under the Mississippi State University's OHRP Federalwide
Assurance #FWA00000203. All forms and procedures can be found on the HRPP website:
www.orc.msstate.edu.
Thank you for your cooperation and good luck to you in conducting this research project. If you
have questions or concerns, please contact me at nmorse@orc.msstate.edu or call 662-325-5220.
Finally, we would greatly appreciate your feedback on the HRPP approval process. Please take a
few minutes to complete our survey at https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/PPM2FBP.
Sincerely,
Nicole Morse, CIP
IRB Compliance Administrator
cc: Chien Yu (Advisor)
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Dear Faculty:
I am currently completing my requirements for a Doctor of Philosophy Degree in Instructional Technology.
As part of the requirements, I am conducting research to complete a dissertation. The title of the
dissertation is: “Evaluating online courses at a community college.” As part of the research, I have
completed a faculty course evaluation instrument to be used for all faculty teaching online at Northeast
Mississippi Community College. This is part of an institutional process to improve the quality of all courses
at the college. Prior to utilizing this instrument as standard procedures at the college, a pilot study needs to
be completed to test the reliability of the instrument. Your course was randomly selected to be evaluated
using the attached evaluation instrument. I would like your permission for your course to be included
within the pilot study and to use the evaluation results for your Fall 2014 online courses within my study to
test the reliability of the instrument. Your evaluation results will not be disclosed within the dissertation.
The results from this data will be used for research purposes for the completion of my dissertation at
Mississippi State University. The purpose of my study is to determine what measures are appropriate for
evaluating the quality of online courses and to see if there is a relationship from the evaluation results to
student retention and success.

Your participation in this study will greatly assist the researcher in helping to develop research that aims to
improve the quality of instruction in online courses. I am seeking to obtain permission for participation
within the pilot study and use your Fall 2014 faculty course evaluation for online courses for research data
to determine the reliability of the evaluation instrument within my dissertation. Evaluation results will be
provided to the researcher. Evaluation data used within this study will not identify participants or course.
The results will not be disclosed within the dissertation, but will be used to determine the reliability of the
evaluation instrument prior to establishing the instrument as part of our college protocol.

Would you be willing to participate? If so, please review the attached documents and sign the online
consent form by January 12, 2015. You may return the form by email or campus mail.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Kim Harris
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Dear Online Faculty:

I am currently completing my requirements for a Doctor of Philosophy Degree in Instructional Technology.
As part of the requirements, I am conducting research to complete a dissertation. The title of the
dissertation is: “Evaluating online courses at a community college.” As part of the research, I have
completed a faculty course evaluation instrument to be used for all faculty teaching online at Northeast
Mississippi Community College. This is part of an institutional process to improve the quality of all courses
at the college. I would like your permission to use the evaluation results for your Fall 2014 online courses
within my study. The results from this data will be used for research purposes for the completion of my
dissertation at Mississippi State University.

The purpose of my study is to determine what measures are appropriate for evaluating the quality of online
courses and to see if there is a relationship from the evaluation results to student
retention and success. Your participation in this study will greatly assist the researcher in helping to
develop research that aims to improve the quality of instruction in online courses. Evaluation results will be
included within the research study for those that agree to participate. Evaluation results will be provided to
the researcher. Evaluation data use within this study will not identify
participants name or course name. Results will remain unidentifiable within the dissertation.
Would you be willing to participate? If so, please review the attached documents and sign the online
consent form and return to me via email or campus mail by April 19, 2015.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Kim Harris
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Draft - Online Faculty Course Evaluation Instrument
Instructor Name:
Course:
Performance Rating:
5 Superior, 4 Commendable, 3, Satisfactory, 2 Needs Improvement, 1 Unsatisfactory, 0 Not Applicable
Score

Course Information
1.1.

Students are introduced to the purpose of the course and the structure and
delivery of the course.

1.2.

The course syllabus is clear and written to be easily understood by students.

1.3.

The course objectives are measurable and the instructional plans align with stated
objectives.

1.4.

The course assignments and activities are distributed equally and appropriately
within the semester.

1.5.

A calendar is presented at the beginning of the semester to outline expectations.

1.6.

Instructor contact information and office hours are clearly outlined.

1.7.

Course specific guidelines are provided.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Performance Rating:
5 Superior, 4 Commendable, 3, Satisfactory, 2 Needs Improvement, 1 Unsatisfactory, 0 Not Applicable
Score

Instructional Delivery and Materials
2.1.

The instructor provides clear directions.

2.2.

The instructor creates a positive learning environment.

2.3.

The instructor’s presentation of content is organized.

2.4.

The instructor presents course content demonstrating competency in the subject
matter.

2.5.

The course materials and activities provide opportunities for various learning
styles.

2.6.

Appropriate technology integration is used in the classroom.
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2.7.

Course materials and activities align with the course objectives.

2.8.

The instructor provides clear details on how learning objectives for the course can
be met.

2.9.

The course activities promote success towards meeting the stated objectives.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Performance Rating:
5 Superior, 4 Commendable, 3, Satisfactory, 2 Needs Improvement, 1 Unsatisfactory, 0 Not Applicable
Score

Assessment and Feedback
3.1.

Course assessments are distributed equally and appropriately throughout the
semester.

3.2.

The instructor encourages questions and discussions and provides appropriate
feedback.

3.3.

A variety of assessments are used in the course.

3.4.

Evaluation criteria and grading scales are provided and are adequate for measuring
student learning.

3.5.

Assessment feedback is provided to students.

3.6.

Assessments align with the course objectives.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Performance Rating:
5 Superior, 4 Commendable, 3, Satisfactory, 2 Needs Improvement, 1 Unsatisfactory, 0 Not Applicable
Score

Student Support
4.1.

Course and college policies are clearly identified.

4.2.

Resources are provided for learner support and campus resources.

4.3.

Instructor relates to students in a professional manner.
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4.4.

Course tools and resources support student to become an active learner.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Performance Rating:
5 Superior, 4 Commendable, 3, Satisfactory, 2 Needs Improvement, 1 Unsatisfactory, 0 Not Applicable
Score

Faculty Role and Participation
5.1.

The instructor maintains adequate records for instructional and administrative use.

5.2.

The instructor cultivates and maintains a productive relationship with supervisor
and co-workers.

5.3.

The instructor adequately reviews advisee’s records and checks academic
progress.

5.4.

The instructor maintains and develops a positive relationship with advisees.

5.5.

The instructor fulfills the service role by participating in college events such as but
not limited to: division or committee meetings, student organizations, orientation,
registration, or other college-related events.

5.6.

The instructor fulfills a scholarship role by participating in scholarly activities such
as: professional development, grant writing, research, and other professional
activities.

5.7.

The instructor takes steps to extend a positive service experience to each customer
and employee.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Retention Rating:

SEI Rating:
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Overall Performance Rating:
Performance Goals
Instructor Signature

Date

Division Head Signature

Date
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Faculty and Course Evaluation
Instructor Name:
Course:

Performance Ratings
Superior (3 points)

Evidence of this criterion is strong, appropriate for this course, and
exhibits best practices that could serve as a model for others.

Satisfactory (2 points)

Evidence of this criterion is clear and is appropriate for this course.
Additional needs for the criterion exist to exhibit best practices.

Needs Improvement (1 point)

Some evidence of this criterion is evident, but additional needs exist
to exhibit evidence more clearly.

Unsatisfactory (0 points)

Criterion is not present, but should be, based on college
requirements, course objectives, and/or course design.

Not Applicable

Not applicable based on college requirements, course objectives,
and/or course design.

Performance Rating:
3 Superior, 2, Satisfactory, 1 Needs Improvement, 0 Unsatisfactory, NA Not Applicable
Score

Course Information
1.1.

1.6.

Students are introduced to the purpose of the course and the structure
and delivery of the course.
The course syllabus is clear and written to be easily understood by
students.
The course objectives are measurable and the instructional plans align
with stated objectives.
The course assignments and activities are distributed equally and
appropriately within the semester.
A calendar is presented at the beginning of the semester to outline
expectations.
Instructor contact information and office hours are clearly outlined.

1.7.

Course specific guidelines are provided.

1.2.
1.3.
1.4.
1.5.

Performance Rating: _____________
Comments:

Performance Rating:
3 Superior, 2, Satisfactory, 1 Needs Improvement, 0 Unsatisfactory, NA Not Applicable
Score
Instructional Delivery and Materials
2.1.

The instructor provides clear directions.

2.2.

The instructor creates a positive learning environment.

1
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2.3.

The instructor’s presentation of content is organized.

2.4.

2.6.

The instructor presents course content demonstrating competency in
the subject matter.
The course materials and activities provide opportunities for various
learning styles and learning levels.
Appropriate technology integration is used in the classroom.

2.7.

Course materials and activities align with the course objectives.

2.5.

2.8.

The instructor provides clear details on how learning objectives for the
course can be met.
2.9.
The course activities promote success towards meeting the stated
objectives.
2.10. The course provides a level of interactivity appropriate for course
objectives.
2.11. The course activities support active learning.

Performance Rating: _____________
Comments:

Performance Rating:
3 Superior, 2, Satisfactory, 1 Needs Improvement, 0 Unsatisfactory, NA Not Applicable
Score

Assessment and Feedback
3.1.
3.2.
3.3.
3.4.
3.5.
3.6.

Course assessments are distributed equally and appropriately
throughout the semester.
The instructor encourages questions and discussions and provides
appropriate feedback.
A variety of assessments are used in the course.
Evaluation criteria and grading scales are provided and are adequate
for measuring student learning.
Assessment feedback is provided to students and provided in timely
manner.
Assessments align with the course objectives.

Performance Rating: _____________
Comments:

Performance Rating:
3 Superior, 2, Satisfactory, 1 Needs Improvement, 0 Unsatisfactory, NA Not Applicable
Score

Student Support
4.1.

Course and college policies are clearly identified.

4.2.

Resources are provided for learner support and campus resources.

4.3.

Instructor relates to students in a professional manner.

2
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4.4.

Course tools and resources support student to become an active
learner.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Performance Rating:
3 Superior, 2, Satisfactory, 1 Needs Improvement, 0 Unsatisfactory, NA Not Applicable
Score

Faculty Role and Participation
5.1.
5.2.
5.3.
5.4.
5.5.
5.6.

5.7.

The instructor maintains adequate records for instructional and
administrative use.
The instructor cultivates and maintains a productive relationship with
supervisor and co-workers.
The instructor adequately reviews advisee’s records and checks
academic progress.
The instructor maintains and develops a positive relationship with
advisees.
The instructor fulfills the service role by participating in college events
such as but not limited to: division or committee meetings, student
organizations, orientation, registration, or other college-related events.
The instructor fulfills a scholarship role by participating in scholarly
activities such as: professional development, grant writing, research,
and other professional activities.
The instructor takes steps to extend a positive service experience to
each customer and employee.
Performance Rating: _____________

Comments:

Retention Rating:
Success Rating:
SEI Rating:
Overall Performance Rating:
Performance Goals:

Instructor Signature

Date

Division Head Signature

Date
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